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When Winston Churchill said: "The University is a place where the future of the nation is at stake," he stated a little-recognized truth that should serve as our slogan in these challenging days. At the University of Toronto we have been conscious for several years of approaching problems which, if not resolved in time, might determine the usefulness of the University. If, in Churchill's phrase, the future of the nation is here at stake, the importance of those problems is evident. There is no mystery about their general nature. They are common to all the universities of the Western world. No two universities, however, are exactly alike, and each requires the measures appropriate to the local situation.
There are at least two specific issues which give rise to our general concern about the future. First, greatly increased numbers of young people will be seeking admission to all Canadian universities. The statistical inevitability of this conclusion is now widely accepted. The conclusion is based on the well-known studies of Dr. E. F. Sheffield of the Dominion Bureau of Statistics, in which he took into account the birth-rate figures combined with the trend towards an annual increase in the proportion of the college age group who will, in the future, seek admission to the universities. The population studies suggest that the total student emolment in Canadian universities will rise from 71,000 in 1955-6 to 83,000 in 1960-1 , and to 128,000 in 1965-6. Putting it in general terms, the student population in Canadian universities will be approximately doubled by 1965-6. In the case of the University of Toronto, Professor B. A. Griffith has made a forecast of the student population we may expect. He projects a possible enrolment of from 14,000 to 17,000 in 1960-1, and from 18,000 to 26,000 in 1965-6. We have had experience in dealing with greatly increased numbers. Ten years ago the enrolment in Canadian universities reached a record total of 83,150, of whom 19.3 per cent were enrolled in the University of Toronto. We are not now, however, confronted by any temporary bulge in the student population, as was the case in 1947. The statisticians predict that, with rapidly increasing numbers in this part of Canada, the proportion attending the University of Toronto will rise. Certainly it is obvious that Toronto must shoulder a large share of the projected Canadian increase.
The second specific issue confronting us is the growing demand for substantially increased numbers of university graduates, particularly those with scientific and technical training.
That there is a serious shortage of scientifically and technically trained manpower in Canada is now generally recognized. That this constitutes a potential danger to national prosperity is agreed. What is not so widely understood, however, is that this problem is much more than a mere question of numbers. As Dr. J. R. Killian, the President of Massachusetts Institute of Technology, recently put it so well: "The nature of the present dearth of scientists and engineers is not simply a shortage of men. Firstly, it is a shortage of intellectual talent adequately educated in the right place. Secondly, it is more a shortage of specific talents and skills adaptable to specific areas than a general shortage of numbers."
The broad recognition of these problems has awakened a new and lively interest in the universities-"where the future of the nation is at stake." It has led to a widespread desire on the part of industry and the public generally to assist the universities in finding practical solutions.
Robert M. Hutchins has pointed out that education is a practical matter. The final results of any educational system depend upon what you want and what you can do. What you want depends upon finding an acceptable philosophy of education, and what you can do depends upon your circumstances-that is, in most cases, upon the financial support you can obtain.
As I read the history of the University of Toronto, its continued growth from the beginning has depended upon the ability of those responsible for its governance to resolve the frequent crises which, from time to time, appeared to threaten its very existence. Those crises, some of which might seem trivial today, arose with embarrassing frequency, and their resolution seems to me to have involved in each case a reappraisal of the fundamental purpose of the University in relation to the conditions then existing. If we are to avoid the temptation to find easy ad hoc solutions to some of our more pressing problems, we must, I am convinced, clarify in our minds the over-all fundamental objectives of the University. We must re-state and re-affirm the purpose to which this University is dedicated, and, having done that, seek detailed solutions to our prohlems within the limits of the definition of such purpose, and, obviously, within our financial circumstances .
• Few will dispute the fact that the role of the university has radically changed since the day that Henry VIII felt entitled to submit the question of the validity of his marriage to Catherine of Aragon to all the great universities of Europe, including Oxford and Cambridge, some of which, wise perhaps in their own generation, gave an interpretation favourable to the interests of that monstrous monarch.
During the past twenty years there has been literally a ferment of thinking, talking, and writing about universities, their strengths and their weaknesses, their role in, and their responsibility to, the communities in which they exist and the societies they have helped to shape. Sir Richard Livingstone, Alfred North Whitehead, "Bruce Truscot," Sir Walter Moberly, Robert M. Hutchins, Arthur Bestor, and Hilda Neatby have all discussed, under various titles, "the crisis in the university." But, using "crisis" in the sense of a turning point, the greatest crisis in higher education occurred in the nineteenth century.
Before the changes caused by the Industrial Revolution in England were fully effective, the ancient universities were largely dominated by the idea enunciated by John Henry Newman in 1852-the idea of an aristocratic community of scholars eager in the pursuit of truth, perhaps more concerned with the accumulation of knowledge than its dissemination. Newman's voice was that of the great conservative forces within the universities that intuitively resisted change. He might be said to represent a backward-looking concept of the university. On the other hand, to Thomas Henry Huxley, perhaps more than to any other individual, we owe the idea of the modern university as we now understand it.
Huxley was a vigorous and effective advocate of a more democratic concept of the university. Fully recognizing the historic traditions of the universities and the value of their essential spirit, he was deeply conscious of the changes demanded by a changing society. He recognized the ancient supremacy of the Faculty of Arts as the coping stone to the education of the citizen, but he sought a more thorough development of scientific and professional education.
In his rectorial address at Aherdeen in 1874, Huxley spoke of his ideal of all universities, which, as I conceive, should be places in which thought is free from all fettersj and in which all sources of knowledge, and all aids to learning, should be accessible to all comers, without distinction of creed or country, riches or poverty. . . .
In an ideal University, as I conceive it, a man should be able to obtain instruction in all forms of knowledge, and discipline in the use of all the methods by which knowledge is obtained. In such a University, the force of living example should fire the student with a noble ambition to emulate the learning of learned meo, and to follow in the footsteps of the explorers of new fields of knowledge. And the very air he breathes should he charged with that enthusiasm for truth, that fanaticism of veracity, which is a greater possession than much learning; a nobler gift than the power of increasing knowledge; by so much greater and nobler than these, as the moral nature of man is greater than the intellectual; for veracity is the heart of morality. This is a clear statement of the trust of which we are stewards, the ideal to which we must remain true.
Let us say, then, that the purpose of the university is to provide every facility for launching young minds on a voyage of independent and creative thought. The practical problem, of course, is how to accomplish this purpose. If we agree with Hutchins' conclusions as expressed in his Marfieet Lectures delivered here in 1952, the major misfortunes in the American educational system may be traced to the enormous growth in technical schooling, free from any serious discipline of the liberal arts, or, as he puts it, "schooling without education." We are fortunate in that, historically, the University of Toronto developed from King's College as a veritable fortress of the Arts, and has emerged, after long struggles, as one of the great guardians of the traditional disciplines of the liberal arts in Canada. In the main, our professional schoolscertainly the Engineering school-were born of popular demand or necessity. In their earlier stages at least, they grew up under the influence of the intimate physical contacts with the hrilliant individuals who were shaping the Arts Colleges. This influence has waxed and waned, and at times has been difficult to trace. In the time of Loudon and Galbraith-two leaders who served their own times and the University well-I know that a student could spend three years in the Faculty of Applied Science and Engineering and still be blissfully ignorant of the true liberal aims of the University. Yet over the years the Faculty of Arts has infused a spirit and maintained a standard of excellence which have profoundly affected the professional schools, and we have just cause to be proud of them. Now we must expand them, the Engineering school in particular, if we are to discharge our responsibility to community and nation. Already we are three years too late; we have been compelled to restrict admission in several faculties for the coming year, and that is unfortunate in view of the shortages that I have already mentioned. If we followed the popular demand, we would devote at once a large part of our available funds to the creation of new Engineering buildings and the addition of more Engineering staff. To many, this would appear to be the proper course of action; and, indeed, it is obvious that if we are to produce more Engineering graduates we must expand the facilities for teaching them in many ways. But "excellence" must be the constant standard of Engineering and of all other professional schools, and that standard must be set by the academic conscience of the whole University, not by one school alone, and certainly not by any outside accrediting agency or pressure group.
There is a widespread feeling that specialists cannot be well educated, that the nature of their training prevents them from being intellectually curious, imaginative, and interested in the work of others. This view is untenable: nearly all well-educated persons are, in the last analysis, specialists. Specialism so narrow as to exclude all interest in other disciplines is no preparation for democratic citizenship. In seeking the highly desirable goal of better qualified professional graduates, we must not forget that the scientific and technical field, vital though it be if we are to maintain our own industrial growth, is yet but one field of human activity.
Current discussions on the subject of the better educated engineer or technologist often end at cross-purposes, chiefly because of the failure to agree on a precise definition of the terms involved. (If I mention engineers repeatedly, it is not because they have any exclusive or preponderant importance. The same could be said of other professional graduates. But the shortage of Engineering graduates has the chief place in the public mind at the moment.) In the United Kingdom, three terms are usually employed: engineer, technologist, and technician. A recent White Paper on technical education defines a technician as one who is qualified to work under the general direction of a technologist. The technologist, however, is qualified for membership in a professional institution, and he is able to initiate practical developments in industry and to push forward the boundaries of knowledge. The engineer, we are left to assume, is a better educated technologist who has graduated from one of the established universities.
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These definitions would be largely meaningless to us in Canada. We might well, however, give currency and status to the term "technologist" for those trained in institutes of technology, which are much needed and will no doubt be established in greater numbers. In the United Kingdom eight colleges of advanced technology have already been established, involving very large financial contributions by the government. There is still, I gather, a subtle distinction between the graduate from a British university and the graduate from a technological college, even as the engineer from one of the older universities is still a different type of individual from the graduate of one of the "red brick" universities. In each case the difference seems to be that one is better educated than the other.
Following the meeting of atomic scientists at Geneva a few years ago, we were permitted an insight into the startling progress the Russians were making in the training of large numbers of scientists, engineers, and technologists. We are frequently reminded of the superior scale upon which their programme is established, and it would be unwise to assume that the quality of their graduates is not good. Nevertheless there is evidence that the Russians are producing specialists in the narrow sense, force-feeding them with technology to the neglect of the arts. Moreover, the efficiency of their methods rests on a denial of individual freedom of choice. Here, committed as we are to the philosophy that education is for everyone, it still remains true that education is for the individual, and in our free society, as yet, the state does not own the individual. We must steadfastly safeguard the right of the individual to obtain the education he desires, provided that he is capable of absorbing it; and we must ensure that, as far as the universities are concerned, our professional graduates are educated for freedom-well educated.
To be well educated means different things to different people. I am certain that it must involve, as a minimum, knowledge of our language, of literature, of philosophy, of history, and, above all, some sense of moral and spiritual values.
Whether we like it or not, we are living here in an industrial society, and if our physical security alone is to be preserved, our industrial society will inevitably increase in its extent and complexity, will inevitably govern our thinking and actions for a long time to come. Surely there are few who can see in this prospect alone a salvation for our troubled world. Any reasoned judgment would justify the prayer that there might be a few more philosophers as well as more engineers.
We may well agree that, in one way or another, the development of our human resources is a matter of paramount concern to the nation as a whole, with special emphasis on the immediate need for a greatly increased number of scientifically and technically trained graduates. In accepting this as an immediate responsibility of the University, we must avoid at all costs the tendency to become merely a larger group of larger professional schools. The pressures in this direction are real and the forces at work substantial. They must be resisted. Our policy, then, will be to expand all our professional schools, where the necessity is demonstrated, to the limit of our circumstances. But that expansion must be kept in balance with the expansion of the University as a whole. It must be an expansion with and within the University. Our aim must be to produce in larger numbers what, for lack of a better term, might be described as better educated individuals. What methods are we to adopt to achieve this purpose? This problem is one for the academic authorities, who know that no mere shuflling of curricula, no casual contacts with the teaching in the Faculty of Arts, will suffice.
The problem is common to all universities having professional schools. John Pilley, Professor of Education in the University of Edinburgh, states it in clear terms in his article in the February, 1957, Universities Quarterly:
The teaching that is needed is the kind that will give students the power of interpreting the texts they study, and of comprehending what sort of an activity they are entering into in each of their studies and how these differ from one another. If we could teach all students to read in this sense we should have done a good deal to further their education: unless we can teach our technologists to do it we shall not be doing what we should towards making them either good technologists or educated citizens.
If we are to produce technologists who are educated men we must look Dot only to what can be done in the universities but also to what can and should be done in the schools. If young people's schooling be effectively liberal it will have given them some experience of what it is to augment their knowledge of themselves and the excitement that goes with it. Specialisation contributes to this end if the specialisation is begun in the way a good sixth form teacher seeks to do it. What is to-day working to prevent the schools from teaching their pupils the art of independent study is the ever earlier, and ever more intense, unreflective specialisation which is required of them. This transforms what should be humanising studies into the learning of subject matter and forces increasingly the adoption of cramming methods. A large part of the blame for this anti-educational development lies with the universities, all too many of whose members share [the] opinion that the school is the place where you obediently learn the facts, and that you only This, I believe, has some application to our situation. It is not impossible that the adoption of a common first year for all the professional schools might have much to recommend it. There would be advantages in economy, not only in money but in the utilization of space; if, as some would contend, a common first year provides advantages for the development of better educated individuals, it should be seriously considered.
I find myself so much in agreement with Dr. Sidney Smith's address, "The Unity of Knowledge," given before the Royal Canaelian Institute on February 23, 1952 , that I feel it could well set the direction of academic policy in this respect. Dr. Smith illustrated his plea for the unity of knowledge by quoting from Sir Robert Falconer, who appreciated clearly the different approaches of humanist and scientist, and whose grasp of the new cIimension added to higher education by science, and of what Huxley calls "the divine dipsomania of the original investigator," was firm and sure. .
• We are fortunate indeed that the structure of the University of Toronto as it stands today creates no obstacle to the accomplishment of our purposes. Too little credit has been given to the Royal Commission of 1906. This Commission, under the chairmanship of Sir Joseph Flavelle, was charged with an examination of the affairs of the University, and it is from its wise recommendations that the present University Act has evolved.
This Act imposes upon the Board of Governors the task of governing the University, and, at the same time, the responsibility for the appointment of the President of the University. The President, with his academic colleagues, is wholly responsible for the academic affairs of the University. The responsibility of the Chairman of the Board relates to the control of money. This makes possible the maximum flexibility in both the administrative and the academic organization. The President, with his colleagues and the Senate, develops and applies the agreed academic policies, with the certain knowledge that the selection of academic staff is, in the last analysis, his exclusive prerogative. The principle of federa-tion adds strength to the whole and to the constituent parts. The federated colleges have contributed greatly to the spirit of the University. A deep and growing understanding continues to strengthen our common purpose. Looking back over some thirteen years during which I have been officially associated with the University, there is no change in the University Act that I can think of which would better equip us to face the problems of the immediate future .
The question of what the size of the University should be has several facets: How many students will seek admission? Where does size begin to affect the quality of teaching? What is an economical maximum number of students from the viewpoint of overhead and administrative costs? The forecasts that now guide our planning suggest that we will be asked to deal with 22,000 to 25,000 students by 1965 or 1967. It is true that these forecasts do not envisage any relief that might be forthcoming if many more technological institutes were established. Nor do they make allowance for the possibility of changing the standards of university admission.
The Board of Governors must take into account all matters that affect the long-term policy of the University, but must, perforce, confine their active detailed planning to shorter periods concerning which they have reasonably accurate information. In 1950, after the post-war bulge, we concluded that we were again in a position to set student-staff ratios that entitled us to feel that the quality of teaching had been restored to a satisfactory level. With this establishment, we are enabled to deal with 10,000 to 11,000 students and maintain the required high quality of teaching. A satisfactory student-staff ratio must govern the establishment of the future.
For several years, we have considered in what direction the University should acquire new land areas. The decision to procure some 26 acres of residential land west of St. George Street and north of College Street was based, in the first instance, on purely administrative economics. It was considered that the administrative and maintenance facilities were located centrally in relation to this area, and were of adequate capacity to serve any new facilities erected thereon. The area becomes, in reality, a part of the present campus, involving a shifting to the westward of the centre of gravity of the University property. The President has concluded that with new facilities in this area the academic staff can meet the challenge of expansion. Under these circumstances, we may well find ourselves dealing, by 1965 or 1967, with a student population of between 22,000 and 25,000, if that be necessary. Though I share to the full the feeling of my academic colleagues that any university can very easily become too large, I do not view the prospect of 25,000 students with dismay.
Besides examining what we want to do, we must determine what we can do. As I have stated earlier, that will depend upon our circumstances, upon the financial support we can obtain. We must look for that support in several directions. Costs are steadily increasing in every phase of the operation of the University, and we have no private loophole of escape from those increasing costs, nor is there any indication that this trend is likely to change.
Income from student fees has declined as a percentage of our total income, while government grants for current expenditures have substantially increased. Education cannot be deferred, and, on current expenditures account, the annual short fall must be made good by government grants. We are indeed fortunate that up to the present time the balance has actually been achieved, and we have been able to keep our heads above water at the present levels of enrolment. That is all we have done: the increased expenditures of the past ten years are not reflected in any great enrichment of what we can offer to the students, either in studies or in amenities.
Our financial survival has so far been the result of a series of happy accidents, rather than of any special policy or desigu. This past history has elevated thriftiness to the level of a working principle. We have given splendid value for every dollar received, and I for one pray that this sense of thrift will long remain with us.
It is important, however, to distinguish true thrift from false economy, and this must concern us deeply when we consider the salaries of the teaching staff. Academic salaries have for many years lagged behind those of the general community. The quality of the University is merely a reflection of the quality of the academic staff. To hold the present staff and to secure good additional staff is the first duty of the President, and in order to enable him to do this better, we have recently established a new, substantially higher scale of academic salaries. Expenditures on account of salaries in 1957 will be over $7,000,000.
Expansion of the University, prudent and carefully controlled though it must be, will bring with it considerable increases in current expenditures, of which the increased staff salaries are the foremost example. Governments, both provincial and federal, have increased their grants to a marked degree. It may be necessary to increase the students' fees, though any benefit to be' found there could easily be offset by the loss of brilliant student material which higher fees might exclude from the University. The indications are that we must lean more and more on the modern patron of the universities-the taxpayer.
At the same time, the demands for capital expenditure will be greatly augmented, and the question that concerns us particularly at this moment is where we shall seek the monies for this capital programme. Government assistance alone would be insufficient. The generous private donor, whose gifts have done so much for us in the past, is becoming, for reasons we all understand, rarer and rarer. We shall need, in addition, the help of industry, of the graduate body, and of the general public.
In seeking public support, this University appears to labour under the very serious handicap of being regarded in some quarters as a state university, tax supported, and therefore in no dire need. In reality, our objectives and our position are not a whit different from those of the other Canadian universities except in scale and potential.
There is a widespread feeling that the University is idle for five or six months each year, and that the staff enjoy a long and carefree holiday. Many suggest that the term could be lengthened by a month or two. Indeed, there are some who think the University staff could well teach eleven months in every year, thus apparently doubling the output of the University. This hopelessly unrealistic view .is based on a complete misunderstanding of how the University functions. It is absolutely necessary for the staff to have time for attendance at meetings, writing and research, if they are to continue to be good teachers.
When the expansion is upon us we must be prepared to accept drastic changes in many of our established customs. We may well have to adapt old existing buildings. New buildings must be less costly than many of the present ones. Indeed, such buildings as are now in the planning stage are designed to combine the efficiency of factory buildings with some improvement in appearance. The spacious dignity of Oxford and Cambridge colleges is simply out of our reach. More effective use must be made of our facilities. In the past, our buildings have, in a sense, belonged to a particular faculty or department. In future there will be a more common and more constant use of these traditionally private lecture rooms, laboratories, and auditoriums. Many plans are under way to improve substantially the utilization of our facilities, and more will be heard of these in the days to come.
With every measure of economy that we can devise, the cost of expansion will still be heavy. I have said, and I am convinced, that we must look for money in several directions. We could ask the government to pay for it all; but in the first place it is highly unlikely that they wonld do so; and in the second place it would be a very dangerous action for the present Board of Governors to impose upon a historically independent university a legacy of complete dependence on the government of the day. The financing of universities by the state creates urtique problems. Despite our happy circumstances here, it wonld be folly to ignore the possibility of the state's seeking to follow its money and exert influence upon the teaching in the University. It has happened before; indeed, it appears to be happening today in South Africa. Academic freedom is vital to the life of any university, and we must be concerned with anything that appears to threaten it. On the other hand, to refuse state support altogether would mean, under today's conditions, the disappearance of the University. There are many who would prefer to be a live mouse rather than a dead lion. We have to attempt to be a live lion.
The best gnarantee against undesirable government interference is to be found in the existence of a wide constituency of loyal graduates interested in the University. Although we have some 69,000 living graduates, it is recognized that much remains to be done to awaken them to the necessity of taking an increased interest in the welfare of their Alma Mater. There is an obvious need to improve our communications with our graduates, as well as with business (whose need for future graduates involves a vital interest in the health of the University), and with the public generally.
University administration is, to some extent, a routine task. It is, however, a task of some magnitude. It carries the responsibility for supervising and controlling the disbursement of some $20,000,000 in academic and non-academic expenditures during each year. It is not an end in itself. It exists only to service and support the academic undertakings. The Board must make the final decisions; they must face the fact that there will never be enough money to give every academic division everything that is needed. After getting the best advice and considering as wisely as they are able, they must be the final arbiter of financial questions-they are the ones who must say Yes, or Partly, or Perhaps, orNo.
The view of the future, as I see it from the Board Room window, is full of interest and challenge. While there is now wide agreement as to the general direction of our road, there will be many differences of opinion and much debate on matters of detail.
